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Abstact 
As development of knowledge-based businesses is a key factor for revitalization of a region, 
VentureLab Twente was designed to support entrepreneurs in their ambition in growth. 
Coaching, or soft support, is known as one of the most valued elements in VentureLab 
Twente and also in other support systems. But we know very little about the economic effect 
of soft support. And the aspects that are being researched about soft support are mostly about 
the content and methods of support. The personal fit between the coach and coachee is 
recognized as important, but not being researched. 
The elements used to support starting entrepreneurs are finance, knowledge, network and 
strategy; known as the 4S NIKOS model. While almost all participants of VentureLab Twente 
mention the value of their coach, as fulfilling a key role to develop these element, there is in 
literature not much known about this. There is also some confusion about the definition of 
coaching. While some definition focus on a narrow field of support, others use a much 
broader definition, that enters the fields claimed by mentoring, consulting, teaching etcetera. 
These fields are collected under soft support. To find out about who is the best person for soft 
support not only the supporting methods are important. The chemistry or personal fit is seen 
as a precondition for any result, although there is almost no research known in this field.  
While soft support in entrepreneurship education is used in a wide variety of rolls, like 
teacher, coach, counselor, it would be interesting to research the influence of personal fit at its 
effectiveness of soft support. Literature shows five factors that could be influencing the 
personal fit, but that‟s not researched well. Still this personal fit is seen as influencing the 
quality of entrepreneurship education. The question for scholars of entrepreneurship education 
is if you can get a personal fit with every student when having different personalities in the 
supporting system of entrepreneurial education?  
The questions and discussion are helpful to find improvement for entrepreneurship support. 
The questions are about the type of people that are needed to support entrepreneurship and 
how the types of people influence the quality of the support. This includes support by 
business incubators and by entrepreneurship education. It also gives in indication about the 
importance of doing research in this field and what can be done with the results. 
While most of the teachers for entrepreneurship education are selected by the knowledge on 
their field, the importance of personal support (coaching) during the start of entrepreneurship 
is acknowledged as very important. But about how to use this in entrepreneurship education is 
not well known. This paper gives a new approach on how to improve the personal support of 
entrepreneurship education and to improve the quality of the personal relation.  
Introduction 
Enterprises, and specially knowledge-based businesses are very important for the 
development and revitalization of a region, especially if that region has had a decline of the 
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traditional industry (Gorman and McCarthy, 2006). This has been also the case in the Eastern 
Part of the Netherlands. The University of Twente was established especially for this reason. 
The University of Twente is known for its large number of spinoffs. However the amount of 
jobs of these spinoffs isn‟t that much, due to the relative small number of employees per 
startup; <10 jobs. (Kreijen and Tilburg, 2003) Enter (2006) showed that there are 4 key 
success factors for high growth; ambition, multidisciplinary and entrepreneurial team from the 
start, product/service with grow potential and access to sufficient finance. That‟s is the reason 
why VentureLab Twente was designed. This program, for high tech, high ambition startups, 
offers a solution for the main problems startups experience in their quest to grow. (Lambalgen 
et al., 2012) 
One of the most valued elements of the VentureLab Twente is the coaching (Pouls, 2011). 
Each participant get his (or her) own personal coach who is supporting the participant in their 
ambition to establish a promising enterprise. Although most participants are very satisfied 
with their coach sometimes they don‟t get along with him or her and request a different coach. 
Some of the experience of supporting entrepreneurs can be translated to educating 
entrepreneurship. Also students are supported when they aim for entrepreneurial education. 
Teachers, coaches, mentors and so forth are part of that support system; they support the 
students. 
We know very little about the forces that influence that personal fit between students and 
supporters. Researchers wrote about coaching, mentoring etc. but most of that is from the 
psychological field. Articles that don‟t focus on psychology (or health) are most about 
executive coaching and mentoring. That‟s why I make use of the knowledge from the fields of 
health, psychology and executive coaching and mentoring for this paper. 
At the end of this paper are some questions to discuss about. They are about the next steps to 
be taken to improve the personal fit in entrepreneurial education. 
Background 
Enter (2006) has done research on the reasons why startups of the University of Twente didn‟t 
grow as much as they might have. These reasons can be diverted into the four elements of the 
NIKOS 4S model; knowledge, network, finance and strategy. (Groen et al., 2002) Based on 
that, the VentrueLab Twente program has been designed. That is why the VentureLab 
program has knowledge trainings, like marketing, finance and so, trainings on personal- and 
team skills. VentureLab also helps staring entrepreneurs with their network; access to 
facilities and to finance. One of the key factors however is that each entrepreneur at 
VentureLab gets a personal coach. This coach helps the participant with his personal 
(entrepreneurial) skills and also with his strategy. From evaluation has been found that 
participants value the coaching as very important, and they also value the coaching as very 
good. (Pouls, 2011)   
The value of a coach for a starting entrepreneur is widely acknowledged. (Bernardez et al., 
2007, Devins and Gold, 2000, St-Jean and Audet, 2009) From this perspective the quality of 
the relationship is identified as the most consistently factor contributing to success of 
coaching. (Haan, 2008) Very little is known about the impact that coaching can have on 
SME‟s (Peel, 2004, Audet et al., 2006) And also the type of coaching that is best valued is 
less known.(Klofsten and Öberg, 2008, Hamlin et al., 2009)  
Literature about soft support 
To find out more about the influence that people (can) play in the support systems or 
education of entrepreneurship we look at the role people (teachers, coaches, mentors) play. It 
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is known that educating entrepreneurs needs different methods and need to be taught 
entrepreneurially. (Fayolle, 2006, Gustafsson-Pesonen and Remes, 2012, Gibb, 1996) One of 
the differences is that a teacher should be like a fellow learner/facilitator instead of leading 
and being dominant. (Gibb, 1996) That‟s where terms like coaching and mentoring are 
showing up. 
Mentoring is already known several centuries ago. In the ancient Greeks coaching and 
mentoring is used to teach protégées. Known names are Socrates, Plato. Where Socrates is 
named as Plato‟s mentor, teacher end so. And even before; Homer‟s mentions in his Odyssey 
about Ulysses who entrusts his son Telemachus to his friend Mentor. (Garvey et al., 2009, 
Encyclopedia, 1911, St-Jean and Audet, 2009). In todays practice coaching en mentoring is 
often used with a wide range of theories and methodologies like executive coaching, business 
coaching, consulting, counseling, human resource management, training, psychology, therapy, 
teaching, advising, sponsoring (Greene and Grant, 2003, Ives, 2008, Sperry, 2008, Levinson, 
1978, Feldman, 2005) This is also clear when we look at the definitions of coaching, 
mentoring. There is a large variety in definitions; where Hamlin et al. (2009) collated and 
grouped 36 definitions of coaching and Haggard et al. (2010) identified approximately 40 
different definitions of mentoring. 
Some researchers state that coaching and mentoring share the same principles, where 
coaching is primarily focused on a short-term intervention aimed at performance 
improvement or developing a particular competence, while mentoring focuses supporting 
people to manage their won learning in order to maximize their potential develop their skills, 
improve their performance and become the person they want to be. (Deans and Oakley, 2006) 
This is also supported by Stone (1999) when she says that coaching helps to improve all 
employees to do their current jobs and increase their potential to do more in the future and 
mentoring is reserved for the most talented employees to  help them advance to become allies 
in the future. Stone also states that counseling is for the people with bad habits that have 
become chronic. It is also stated that one of the differences between coaching and mentoring 
is that coaching is process orientated and should develop a structure and platform through 
guidance where mentoring is situation oriented and should transfer personal experiences of 
doing business and solve specific problems.(Klofsten and Öberg, 2008) The ICF defines 
coaching as partnering with clients in a thought-provoking and creative process that inspires 
them to maximize their personal and professional potential. Coaching is a distinct service and 
differs greatly from therapy, consulting, mentoring or training. Individuals who engage in a 
coaching relationship can expect to experience fresh perspectives on personal challenges and 
opportunities, enhanced thinking and decision-making skills, enhanced interpersonal 
effectiveness, and increased confidence in carrying out their chosen work and life roles. (ICF, 
2010) Where they don‟t explain what is that difference. Sometimes the definitions seem to be 
somewhat contrary.  
Others use the terms coaching and mentoring interchangeable or make no difference in the 
support of the development process in order to enlarge the professionalism of the coachee. 
(Haan, 2006) Or when executive coaching is taken to be an experiential, individualized, 
leadership development process that builds a leader‟s capability to achieve short and long-
term organizational goals. (Gray et al., 2011) It is also stated that coaching can be problem 
focused and development focused. (Wise and Voss, 2002) Also the coaches themselves use 
several terms like executive coaching, consultant and personal coach without being clear what 
the difference is. (Liljenstrand and Nebeker, 2008)  
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To avoid problems in the use of terms I use the term „Soft Support‟ for all kind of support that 
is involves personal relations. This includes coaching, mentoring, teaching, consulting, 
advising, counseling, etc. The person that is supporting (coach, mentor, teacher, consultant) I 
call „Supporter‟ and the person that is being supported (coachee, client, student, mentee, 
protégé) I call „Supported‟ 
Personal fit 
According to the supported a good supporter is someone that can answer the needs of the 
supported. Effective supporters often do tell that they educate their clients, they share their 
mental models, and tell them things when the answer eludes the client and they also spend a 
lot of time asking. (Cavanagh, 2006) A good supporter can switch roles and can have different 
approaches but they also have a mostly one or two dominant approaches. (Pouls, 2011) 
Blackman and Moscardo (2012) found out that similarity in age and gender makes a 
significant contribution to coaching effectiveness. From research at VentureLab it is found 
that if there is high similarity (demographic, attitude, interest, etc.) between supporter and 
supported, at least for some types of support, the satisfaction of the supported is high. (Pouls, 
2011)  
So it‟s important to find out what kind of a supporter fits the best with the supported. While it 
is not easy to determine the best fit in terms of needs, roles and personal style or agenda this 
isn‟t all of it. There is also the influence of personal connection or chemistry, which even 
becomes more important in the future, (Hoepfner, 2006) between the supporter and the 
supported. This personal fit is generally been accepted as one of the most important factors 
for success in soft support.(Audet et al., 2006, Garvey Berger and Fitzgerald, 2002) Some 
research claims that personal fit is not that important. Alleman et al. (1984) for example 
concludes that it‟s not necessary or match pairs on various characteristics or to avoid cross-
gender pairing. Allen et al. (2005) conclude the opposite as they underscore the importance of 
personal fit among diverse groups. And Wang et al. (2010) conclude that there is a clear 
relation between perceived support and trust for supported with a low internal locus of 
control. Trust is a base for personal fit (Eby et al., 2006) as confidentiality is. Where this 
relation between supporter and supported is even intimate at times. (Rider, 2002) The 
similarity with love relationships is also made (Levinson, 1978) where he describes also that 
the value of this relations is most times best valued after the termination. A supporter 
describes the approach of an supported as „initial stages involved establishing a relationship of 
trust and confidence, focusing on the purpose of the coaching process and sharing of mutual 
expectations.” (Deans and Oakley, 2006) Most of these relations need time to develop and to 
evolve in a real trustworthiness relation. (Sheppard and Sherman, 1998) That‟s why a 
supporter and a supported should not switch often from soft support. I think that in education 
this is also important. This is also shown in best practices where being patient, timing, 
continually show interest are needed to establish  an effective coaching relationship. (Allen et 
al., 2011) 
To find out more about what influences the quality of the personal fit between soft supporters 
and supported the suggestion is that there are 5 factors for this: (1) types of supporter-
supported relationships desired; (2) use of impression management tactics; (3) compatibility 
of personal styles; (4) Career stages and career anchors of supporter and supported; (5) role 
conflicts for supporter. (Feldman, 1999)  In Table 1 these factors are split into more elements. 
These elements are from a supporters and a supported perspective. This is needed because 
Fagenson-Eland et al. (1997) concluded that supported and supporters perceptions cannot be 
generalize to on another. This is the same as in on other relationships where the mutual 
attraction, respect or interest is not self-evident. 
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Table 1 
Factors Contributing to Poor Initial Linkages Between Supporter and Supported 
 Types of relationship desired 
o Supported: Seeking social support 
o Supporters: Seeking political support 
 Impression management 
o Use of deceptive tactics  
o The time used for the cultivation stage 
o External pressure to find a partner quickly 
o Incentives by the supported to deceive 
 Incompatible personal styles 
o Similarity of personal styles 
o Demographic dissimilarity resulting in less support activity 
 Career stages and career anchors 
o Supporter and supported in same career stage resulting in competitive feelings 
o Supporter in early career stages so not enough reputation 
o The age and career stage of the supported is out of sync 
o Incompatible career anchors between supporter and supported 
 Role conflict of supporter 
o Supporter is also (direct) supervisor 
o Formally assigned supporter 
(Feldman, 1999) 
Although these factors are meant to be used in failing executive coaching by the I think it‟s 
interesting to find out if these factors can also be used in finding a good personal fit. Also 
Pedler et al. (2005) conclude that it would be interesting to do more research on the specific 
factors supporters and supported should take under consideration in selecting their support 
partner and that there are situations where similarity (or dissimilarity) is more or less 
important. It seems that the more the support is focusing on personal development, it is more 
important to have a personal fit in order to obtain result. (Allen et al., 2005) Nevertheless it is 
clear that both, supporter and supported, are influencing this relationship and need to have an 
active role in the process. (Bloom et al., 2005) So personal fit without having an active role by 
all that are involved is not working. This is what Steward et al. (2008) also conclude when 
they say that personality of the supported may impact on coaching success, but their research 
likely suggests that other  factors play a greater role. 
Soft support in entrepreneurship education 
In entrepreneurship education the focus is also on personal development. (Fayolle, 2006, 
Gustafsson-Pesonen and Remes, 2012) And already an increasing number of schools use soft 
support as an instrument for leadership development. (Grant et al., 2010) And while research 
on different sorts of soft support is minimal, the research of soft support in education is even 
less researched and understood. Griffinths and Campbell (2009) suggest that the process of 
learning with soft support follow the process of discovery, applying and integration of new 
knowledge; which has been split into eight steps; questioning, reflecting, listening, holding 
clients accountable, taking action, taking responsibility, self-coaching, relating. And Illeris 
(2003) and Poortman et al. (2011) recognize an external (sociality) and internal (sensitivity 
and functionality meaning) dimension of learning. This makes clear that education cannot be 
supported by one role of soft support, but that more roles are involved. In Table 2 of Abiddin 
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and Turiman (2009) describe different roles that an educator can have. The mentor is 
collective noun in that paper as the educator. 
Table 2 
Basic roles of a good mentor 
Roles Good Mentor Successful Mentoring 
Adviser Permissive not 
authoritarian 
Keeping in touch: 
- Maintains regular contact, demonstrates interest, 
exchange of information/offers timely and 
sympathetic feedback. 
Guidance Good time 
manager 
First steps: 
- Regular, frequent, face-to-fac meetings essential in 
the early stages 
Teacher Well-educated Line managers: 
- The mentor must take care not to undermine the 
line relationship. 
Coach Good 
communicator 
“A People‟s Person”: 
- Enjoys working with people, able to spot their 
positive qualities and abilities, has a strong sense 
of equity and fairness and patience 
Role model Knowledge of 
value of action 
learning 
Respect: 
- Mentor and mentee give each other a sense of 
worth and dignity 
Counselor Well organized Clear mission: 
- There must be a sense of vision, mission, purpose 
and objectives associated with mentoring. 
(Abiddin and Turiman, 2009) 
It is clear that there are different roles that influence the entrepreneurial education. And 
sometimes people fulfill different rolls, but in a lot of organizations there are different people 
involved in these rolls.  Do we need to have educators that can fulfill all these rolls or at least 
several, or should we look for a different person for every roll? Having one person for all 
these roll means that a student can have more personal contact with the educator. But is it 
possible to find people that can fulfill all these rolls? This leads to the question: 
 What type of person can best be involved in entrepreneurship 
education? 
As stated before the personal fit is very important in fulfilling different rolls in soft support. 
This sort of soft support, as shown in Table 2, is also important in entrepreneurship education, 
so we need to know how this can be measured in order to do research on this item. (Leitch et 
al., 2012) Also Weinberg and Lankau (2010) argue that further research of the mentoring 
relationships over time is important. That‟s why it would be interesting to measure the 
personal fit between educators and students. Are the 5 factors of Feldman (1999) and it‟s 
elements, as shown in table 1, useful to measure that personal fit?  
 How can ‘personal fit’ between students and mentors and teachers 
be measured? 
Teachers are traditionally used to educate students in groups. But teaching entrepreneurship 
involves involve more constructivism in the education principles. (Löbler, 2006) This also 
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includes that the student is governing the learning process, so the support should be more 
individual oriented. This is also supported by Blenker et al. (2011) when they suggest that 
students should leave the traditional lecture room and go for an everyday practice education.  
Also in other sorts of education, teachers tend to educate in a more personal and active way. 
(Walter and Dohse, 2012, Neck and Greene, 2011) By the description of an constructivist 
pedagogy Mathews (2007) concludes that social interaction is an important denominator of 
the constructivist learning. This seems to make the personal fit very important for 
entrepreneurship education. An argument against this is that managers already know that they 
shouldn‟t look for advisers that have the same personality. So perhaps it‟s the challenge to 
find an educator that has some similarity, but also find people that can give an new 
perspective to the  student. 
 How important is ‘personal fit’ for entrepreneurship education?  
As said most traditional education tends to be in groups. But also in more innovative 
educations it is very difficult to find a personal educator for every student. if will be very rare 
if all people in a group (personally) fit to one educator. That‟s why it seems logical that you 
need a great diversity in educators to find a fit between all the different sorts of students. But 
the greater the diversity the more difficult it will become to let that group of educators work 
together. Or is the group of students that tend to be entrepreneurial education not so diverse? 
Or perhaps isn‟t it so important that educators work together? So a group of soft supporters 
(mentor, coach, teacher, role model) seems to be valuable for entrepreneurship education. 
This leads to this question: 
 How much personality diversity do you need in education 
entrepreneurship? 
Implications  
Traditionally most of the teachers for entrepreneurship education are selected by the 
knowledge on their field. And as Gibb (2007) suggests, the entrepreneurial classroom is more 
and more organized around characteristics of entrepreneurship education. This doesn‟t imply 
that teachers, as part of the organization, are also selected by these characteristics. Besides 
that, although the importance of personal support (soft support) during the educations of 
entrepreneurship is acknowledged as very important, in most of the situations of 
entrepreneurship educations personal fit is not seen as a criterion for selecting teachers. 
Discussing about the questions in this paper will help to learn more about the problem how to 
improve the soft support by learning more about the personal fit. This discussion also helps to 
find some directions of research in the fields of soft supporting entrepreneurs and 
entrepreneurship education. 
Literature 
ABIDDIN, N. Z. & TURIMAN, S. 2009. Enhancing Professional Development Through Mentoring. 
International Journal for Educational Studies, 2, 93-106. 
ALLEMAN, E., COCHRAN, J., DOVERSPIKE, J. & NEWMAN, I. 1984. Enriching Mentoring Relationships. 
The Personnel and Guidance Journal, 62, 329-332. 
ALLEN, L. W., MANNING, L., FRANCIS, T. E. & GENTRY, W. A. 2011. The Coachs View- Best Practices 
for Successful Coaching Engagements. Greensboro, NC: Center for Creative leadership (CCL). 
ALLEN, T. D., DAY, R. & LENTZ, E. 2005. The Role of Interpersonal Comfort in Mentoring Relationships. 
Journal of Career Development, 31, 155-169. 
AUDET, J., BOUCHER, N., COUTERET, P., ST-JEAN, E. & LAVERRIÈRE, N. 2006. Mentoring and Coaching 
the Entrepreneur: Features and Success Factors. Mentoring & Coaching Conference. Köln, 
Germany. 
8 
 
BERNARDEZ, M., VALDEZ GOMEZ, J. A., URIBE, A. & SANTANA, A. 2007. Coaching for new business 
creation. 
BLACKMAN, A. & MOSCARDO, G. 2012. Exploring the Coaching Experience: analysing coachee 
perspectives on factors contributing to coaching effectiveness. Development mentoring & 
coaching research and practice. Sheffield, UK: European Mentoring and Coaching Council, 
UK. 
BLENKER, P., KORSGAARD, S., NEERGAARD, H. & THRANE, C. 2011. The questions we care about: 
paradgms and progression in entrepreneurship education. Industry & Higher education, 25, 
417-427. 
BLOOM, G., CASTAGNA, C., MOIR, E. & WARREN, B. 2005. Blended Coaching - Skills and Strategies to 
Support Principal Development, Thousand Oaks, California, Corwin Press. 
CAVANAGH, M. 2006. Coaching from a Systemic Perspective: A Complex Adaptive Conversation. In: 
STOBER, D. R. & GRANT, A. M. (eds.) Evidence Based Coaching Handbook. Hoboken, New 
Jersey: John Wiley & Sons Inc. 
DEANS, F. & OAKLEY, L. 2006. Coaching and Mentoring for Leadership - Development in Civil Society. 
Praxis Paper. 
DEVINS, D. & GOLD, J. 2000. “Cracking the tough nuts”: mentoring and coaching the managers of 
small firms. Career Development International, 5, 250-255. 
EBY, L. T., LOCKWOOD, A. L. & BUTTS, M. 2006. Perceived support for mentoring: A multiple 
perspectives approach. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68, 267-291. 
ENCYCLOPEDIA, T. C. 1911. Socrates (philosopher) [Online]. Available: 
http://www.1911encyclopedia.org/Socrates_%28philosopher%29 [Accessed 26-02-2013 
2013]. 
ENTER, M. E. 2006. Identifying factors that contribute to high-growth knowledge-intensive ventures, 
Technologie Kring Twente. 
FAGENSON-ELAND, E. A., MARKS, M. A. & AMENDOLA, K. L. 1997. Perceptions of Mentoring 
Relationships. Journal of Vocational Behavoir, 51, 29-42. 
FAYOLLE, A. 2006. Essay on the Nature of Entrepreneurship Education. International Conference 
Entrepreneurship in United Europe - Challenges and Opportunities. Sunny Beach, Bulgaria. 
FELDMAN, D. C. 1999. Toxic Mentors or Toxic Proteges? A critical re-examination of dysfunctional 
mentoring. Human Resource Management Review, 9, 247-278. 
FELDMAN, D. C. 2005. Executive Coaching: A Review and Agenda for Future Research. Journal of 
Management, 31, 829-848. 
GARVEY BERGER, J. & FITZGERALD, C. 2002. Leadership and Complexity of Mind. Excutive Coaching: 
Practices and Perspectives. 
GARVEY, R., STOKES, P. & MEGGINSON, D. 2009. Coaching and Mentoring, Theory and Practice, 
London, SAGA Publications Inc. 
GIBB, A. A. 1996. Entrepreneurship and small business management- can we afford to neglect them. 
British Journal of Management, 7, 13. 
GIBB, A. A. 2007. Enterprise in Education - Educating Tommorrows Entrepreneurs. Pentti Mankinen 
[Online]. Available: http://www.enorssi.fi/hankkeet/yrittajyyskasvatus/pdf/Gibb.pdf 
[Accessed 29-3-2013]. 
GORMAN, G. G. & MCCARTHY, S. 2006. Business Development Support and Knowledge-Based 
Businesses. Journal of Technology Transfer,, 31, 13. 
GRANT, A. M., GREEN, L. S. & RYNSAARDT, J. 2010. Developmental coaching for high school teachers: 
Executive coaching goes to school. Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice and Research, 62, 
151-168. 
GRAY, D. E., EKINCI, Y. & GOREGAOKAR, H. 2011. Coaching SME managers: business development or 
personal therapy? A mixed methods study. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 22, 863-882. 
GREENE, J. & GRANT, A. M. 2003. Solution-focused coaching: Managing poeple in a complex world., 
London, Momentum Press. 
9 
 
GRIFFINTHS, K. & CAMPBELL, M. 2009. Discovering, applying and integrating: The process of learning 
in coaching. International Journal of Evidence Based Coaching and Mentoring, 7, 16-30. 
GROEN, A. J., WEERD-NEDERHOF, C. D., KERSSENS-VAN DRONGELEN, I. C., BADOUX, R. A. J. & 
OLTHUIS, G. P. H. 2002. Creating and Justifying Research and Development Value: Scope, 
scale, skill an social netwroking of R&D. Reseach and Development Value, 11, 15. 
GUSTAFSSON-PESONEN, A. & REMES, L. 2012. Evaluation of entrepreneurial development coaching: 
changing the Teachers’ thinking and action on entrepreneurship. Annals of Innovation & 
Entrepreneurship, 3. 
HAAN, E. D. 2006. Coaching binnen organisaties, een inleiding. Opleiding & Ontwikkeling. 
HAAN, E. D. 2008. I Struggle And Emerge - Critical moments of experienced coaches. Consulting 
Psychology Journal: Practice and Research, 60, 106-131. 
HAGGARD, D. L., DOUGHERTY, T. W., TURBAN, D. B. & WILBANKS, J. E. 2010. Who Is a Mentor? A 
Review of Evolving Definitions and Implications for Research. Journal of Management, 37, 
280-304. 
HAMLIN, R. G., ELLINGER, A. D. & BEATTIE, R. S. 2009. Toward a Profession of Coaching? A 
Definitional Examination of ‘Coaching,’ 'Oganization Development,' and 'Human Resource 
Development'. International Journal of Evidence Based Coaching and Mentoring, 7, 26. 
HOEPFNER, A. 2006. Zukunftstrends und ihre Implikationen für das Coaching. Organisationsberatung, 
Supervision, Coaching, 13, 281-292. 
ICF. 2010. ICF Background Information [Online]. Lexington, KY. Available: 
http://www.coachfederation.org/articles/index.cfm?action=view&articleID=731&sectionID=
27 [Accessed 1-3-2013 2013]. 
ILLERIS, K. 2003. Learning,Identity and Self-orientation in Youth. Young, 11, 357-376. 
IVES, Y. 2008. What is 'Coaching'? An exploration of Conflicting Paradigms. International Journal of 
Evidence Based Coaching and Mentoring, 6, 100-113. 
KLOFSTEN, M. & ÖBERG, S. 2008. Coaching versus Mentoring: Are there any differences? HTSF. 
Enschede. 
KREIJEN, M. & TILBURG, J. J. V. 2003. Researchers op ondernemerspad - Internationale 
benchmarkstudie naar spin-offs uit kennisinstellingen. Den Haag: Ministry of Economic 
affairs. 
LAMBALGEN, R. V., TILBURG, J. J. V. & GROEN, A. J. 2012. VentureLab Twente: a new business 
support concept for high tech high growth companies. ISAP World Conference on Science and 
Technology Park. Tallinn. 
LEITCH, C., HAZLETT, S.-A. & PITTAWAY, L. 2012. Entrepreneurship education and context. 
Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 24, 733-740. 
LEVINSON, D. J. 1978. The seasons of a man's live., New York, Knopf. 
LILJENSTRAND, A. M. & NEBEKER, D. M. 2008. Coaching services: A look at coaches, clients, and 
practices. Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice and Research, 60, 57-77. 
LÖBLER, H. 2006. Learning Entrepreneurship from a Constructivist Perspective. Technology Analysis & 
Strategic Management, 18, 19-39. 
MATHEWS, M. 2007. Constructivist Pedagogy For The Business Communication Classroom. Journal of 
College Teaching & Learning (TLC), 4, 99-106. 
NECK, H. M. & GREENE, P. G. 2011. Entrepreneurship Education: Known Worlds and New Frontiers. 
Journal of Small Business Management, 49, 16. 
PEDLER, M., BURGOYNE, J. & BROOK, C. 2005. What has action learning learned to become? Action 
Learning: Research and Practice, 2, 49-68. 
PEEL, D. 2004. Coaching and Mentoring in Small to Medium Sized Enterprises in the UK - factors that 
affect succes and a possible solution. International Journal of Evidence Based Coaching and 
Mentoring, 2, 11. 
POORTMAN, C. L., ILLERIS, K. & NIEUWENHUIS, L. 2011. Apprenticeship: from learning theory to 
practice. Journal of Vocational Education & Training, 63, 267-287. 
POULS, J. 2011. Effective coaching within incubators. Master, University of Twente. 
10 
 
RIDER, L. 2002. Coaching as a strategic intervention. Industrial and Commercial Training, 34, 233-236. 
SHEPPARD, B. H. & SHERMAN, D. M. 1998. The Grammars of Trust: A model and General 
Implications. Academy of Management Review, 23, 422-437. 
SPERRY, L. 2008. Executive coaching: An intervention, role function, or profession? Consulting 
Psychology Journal: Practice and Research, 60, 33-37. 
ST-JEAN, E. & AUDET, J. 2009. Factors leading to Satisfaction in a Mentornig Scheme for Novice 
Entrepreneurs. International Journal of Evidence Based Coaching and Mentoring, 7, 14. 
STEWARD, L. J., PALMER, S., WILKIN, H. & KERRIN, M. 2008. The influence of character: Does 
personality impact coaching success? International Journal of Evidence Based Coaching and 
Mentoring, 6, 32-41. 
STONE, F. M. 1999. Coaching Counseling & Mentoring. Soundview Executive Book Summaries, 21, 8. 
WALTER, S. G. & DOHSE, D. 2012. Why mode and regional context matter for entrepreneurship 
education. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 24, 807-835. 
WANG, S., TOMLINSON, E. C. & NOE, R. A. 2010. The role of mentor trust and protege internal locus 
of control in formal mentoring relationships. J Appl Psychol, 95, 358-67. 
WEINBERG, F. J. & LANKAU, M. J. 2010. Formal Mentoring Programs: A Mentor-Centric and 
Longitudinal Analysis. Journal of Management, 37, 1527-1557. 
WISE, P. S. & VOSS, L. S. 2002. The case for executive coaching.: Lore Research Institute. 
 
 
